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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20686

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR_REGULATION
RELATED TO_AMENDMENT NO. §9 TO
FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-38
LOUISIANA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY
WATERFORD STEAM ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT 3
DOCKET NO. 50-382

INTRODUCTION

By application deted October 5, 1989 25 supplemented by letters dated
October 23 and November 1, 1989, Louisiana Power and Light Company

(LP&L or the licensee) requested charges to the Technical Specifications
(Appendix A tc Fecility Operating License No. NPF-38) for Waterford Stean
Electric Station, Unit 3. The revised Technica) Specifications (TS) will
permit more operable charging pumps in various shutdown modes at

differert k ¢ valves while two boron dilutior alarms are operable, The
intention o¥ (his change is to resolve two concerns from the current

TS 3.1.2.9., First, the requirements of the minimum number of operable
charging pumps are not consistent between TS 3,1.2.9 and TS 3.1.2.4.
Second, the current TS 3.1.2.9 permits only one operable charging pump
during Mode 3 when k 4. is areater than 0.98. This restriction causes
operational d1ff1cu1fy when entering Mode 2 from Mode 3 and the dilution
of RCS boron concentration using charging pumps i1s needed. Supplementary
informnation was submitted by the licensee's letters dated October 23 and
November 1, 1989 to support its proposed change of TS 2.1.2.9. The
supplenental irforration was to clarify the proposal in the October §,
1088 letter and did not change the staff's determination . f no significant
hazards consideration published in the Federal Register on October 23,
1989 (54 FR 43210).

EVALUATION

The current TS 3.1.2.9 requires two boron dilution alarms operable or the
primary make-up path to the reactor coolant system be isolated and
operation is prohibited in certain corfigurations specified in

Tables 3.1-1 through 3.1-5. However, the requirements in these tables
are based on an assumption that a 30 minute operator action for manual
sampling of the boron concentration of the reactor coolant system is
neec¢d to identify a boron dilution event. Therefore, the restrictions
of the Tables 2.1-1 through 3.1-5 are intended to serve 2s &n alternate
means of protection for a boron dilution event when one or two boron
dilution alarms are not available.
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The licersee proposed that TS 2,.1.2.9 contein two separate sets of
restrictions to guard against @ boron dilution event., The restrictions
of Specification 3,1.2.9.2 apply when two boron dilution alerms are
operable. These restrictions are based on required operator response
time after an alarn consistent with SRP 15,4.6, That is 15 minutes for
Modes 3, 4, end 5 and 30 minutes for Mode €. When less then two boron
dilutior a‘arms are operable, TS 3,1.2.9.b does not 21low the plent to be
operated in the configurations prohibited by Table 3.1-1 through 3.1-5,
These restrictions are based on the operator response time of SRP 15.4.€
plus an additionsl 30 minutes for sampling the boron concentration of the
reactor coolant system. This part of the TS is essentially the same as
the current 75 2,1.2.9,

In response to the staff request, the licensee in its letter dated Novenber 1,
1984, provided the results of an an2lysis to support the revited TS

3.1.2.8, The staff has reviewed the calculated times between alerr anc

less of shutdowr nargin for a postulated boron ¢ilutien event durirg

various operating moces and k ¢ velues, The staff has concluded that the
proposed new restrictions in ?§ 3.1.2.9.2 meet the guicdelines in SRP

15.4.6.

The vevised 15 3,1.2.9.a wil) provide operatione) flexibility when the
plent is trersitioning between Modes 3 and 2. Also, it is concistent
with the requirements of TS 2,1.2.4 which requires at least two charging
putips cpereble during Modes 1 through 4, However, when one or two boror
c¢ilution alarms are not opereble ancd TS 3.1.2.9.b is in affect, the
restriction from Tables 3.1-1 through 3.1-5 was not consistent with the
requirenents of TS 2,1.2.4, Therefore, the staff recomnends that the
Ticesee consider a change to TS 3.1.2.4 to define the applicability of TS
2.1,2.8 of Modes 1, 2, anc Yodes 3, & wher there are two boron diluticr
¢leves operable, In discussions with the licersee, this charge is not
reedec at this tine end a proposed amendrent will be submitted in the
future to correct the concern,

Based on the above evaluation, the staff concludes that proposed TS 3.1.2.9
is acceptable.

EXTGENT CIRCUMSTANCES

The conflict with the TS issued by Amendment No. 48, which would precluce
reactor staertup by deboration, was first discovered by reactor operators,
Discussions within the licensee organization began on correcting the conflict
by license amendment but no immediate action was deemed necessary at thet
time. During a subsequent managenent review, the licensee staff learred
that the upcoming startup following the outgoing refueling would use
dgeboration to reach criticelity., This method is best for determining certair
ptysics peremeters for operation in Cycles 3 and 4, The license notified the
NPC staff ¢f the urgent need for the license amendment, arrernged & specia)
Sefety Pevien Conmittee meeting to approve the recuest, anc submitted the
proposed 7S change promptly thereafter., The licensee currently plers to
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enter Mode 2 on November 15, 19E% which will nct allow the full 30 cays
for conments on the proposed action. A deley in issuing the amendment
will, on the current restart schedule, delay the restert,

.....

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50.92 state thet the Commission
may make & final deternination that & license amendment involves no
significant hazards consideration if the operation of the facility in
accordance with the amendment would not:

(1) Invoive a significent increase in the probability or consequences of
a1 sccident previously evaluated; or

(2) Create the possibility of & new or different kind of accidert fron

(

ary accident previously evaluated; or

Involve 2 significant reduction in & margin of safety,
The origina) anglysis of the boren dilution accident for Weterford 3 and
the Technical Specifications under which the facility wes licensed included
provisions for operation with twe dilution &lerms operable. This &)lowed
initia] reactor startup vsing boror dilution to establish physics paraneters.
kmendrent 4B was issued in December 1988 to reduce conservetism and
clarify moritoring frequencies but it inacvertently deleted the provisiors
which would e1low startup by boron dilution, Hith the ¢ilution alarms
operable, the provisiurs change for cherging pumps operable in going from
Mode 3 to Mode 2. The staff's aralysis and eveluation confirms that the
proposed chenges are within the bouncs of the eralysis that the plant was
Yicensed under ard that the accident aralysis with &larus operable does
support the proposed charnging plant operations fror Mode 3 to lode 7,
Therefore, the change in Technical Specifications returned the plant tc
the original licensing basis end preserves the aralysis fron Amendrment &0,
The propused change does not involve & significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evalueted, The
borer dilution accident has been evaluated and the change to return
originel license provisicrs dces not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accigent from any accident previously evaluated,
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Operation with dilution alarms operable and charging pumps in operation

from Mode 3 to Mode 2 was approved for the original licensing ¢f Waterford 2.
Amerdment 48 inadvertently 2ltered this provision. This proposed change
corrects the Technicel Specifications, preserves the SRP guidelines, and
therefore, does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety,

On the basis of the above, the change to 21low changing plant operation

from Mode 3 to Mode 2 with dilution alarms operable does not involve 2
significant hazards consideration,

CONTACT WITH STATE OFFICIAL

The NRC staff hae advised the Administrator, Nuclear Energy Division,
OUffice of Environmental Affairs, State of Louirsiana of the proposed
deterningtion of no significant hazarcs corsideration. No comments
Were received,



~8

=0,

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment relates to changes in requirements with respect to instellation
or use of & fecility component located within the restricted area as
defined in 10 CFR Part 20. The staff hes determined that the amendnent
involves ne sisnificant increase in the amounts and no sigrificant change
in the types of any effluents thit may be released offsite and that there
is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupationa)
radiation exposure, The Comrission hes previously issued a proposed
finding that this anendment involves no sigrnificent hazards consideration
and there has beer no public comment or such finding, Accordingly, the
anendrent meets the eligibility criteria for categortcu1 exclusion set
forth in 1C CFR 51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR £1,22(b), no environnenta)
fmpect stetenent or environnente) essessnent need be prepared in connecticn
with the issuarce of thic emendment,

CONCLUSION

Based upon its evaluetion of the proposed changes to the Weterford 3
Technical Specifications, the staff hos concluded that: there is resser-
able essurance that the health and safety of the public will not be
encangered by operation in the propoced mannert and such activities will
be conductec in conplience with the Connission’s regulations and the
fssuence ¢f the anendmert will not be ininicel to the comnen defense and
security or to the health end safety of the putlic. The staff, therefore,
concluces that the proposec cherges ave accepteble, and are hereby
incorporated inte the katerford 3 Techrical Specifications,

Pated: November 14, 1989

Principel Contributor: C. Liang

C. Wigginton



